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REMARKS 

Entry of the above amendments is respectfully requested. Claims 1, 5, 6, 8 and 9 
have been amended, claims 2-3 and 10-11 are cancelled, and claims 14-21 have been 
added. Claims 1, 4-9, and 12-21 are now pending in the apphcation. In view of the 
present amendments and the below remarks, Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration and allowance of the pending claims. 

1. Allowable Subject Matter 

The Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for indicating that claim 6 would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. Applicant has amended claim 6 to place the same in 
independent form. Allowance of claim 6 is respectfully requested. 

2. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112. second paragraph 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-13 under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite. In regard to claim 1, the Examiner indicates that the recitation "a 
distance between the rod lens and the optical element is longer than a predeteraiined 
distance" is unclear because the specification describes the predetermined distance as that 
between the rod lens and the optical element. Applicant has removed the recited 
"predetermined distance" from claim 1. In regard to claim 3, the Examiner indicates that 
the recitation "the predetermined value" lacks antecedent basis. Applicant has cancelled 
claim 3 in view of the amendments to claim 1 . In regard to claim 9, the Examiner 
indicates that the limitation "optical fiber" is unclear in view of the later recited first and 
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second optical fiber. Applicant has amended claim 9 to provide clarity. In view of the 
amendments to claims 1 and 9, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections is 
respectfully requested. 

3. Rejection under 35 U,S,C> S 102(e) 

Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Publication No. 2003/0026540 to Fukuzawa et al (herein the 
Fukuzawa et al publication). AppUcant respectfiiUy traverses the rejection in view of the 
amendments and the following arguments. 

a. System of Preferred Embodiment 

One embodiment of the invention, as defined in the amended claims, is an optical 
module having at least one optical fiber, a gradient rod lens, and an optical element. The 
at least one optical fiber has an end surface that is spaced fi-om the rod lens by a space. 
The optical element is separated fi-om the rod lens. The rod lens has end surfaces 
perpendicular to an optical axis. Outgoing light from the optical fiber is input to the 
optical element via the rod lens, and light reflected by the optical element is coupled to 
the optical fiber via the rod lens. A distance between the rod lens and the optical element 
is longer than about 0.4 mm, and a lens length optimized for the distance is in a range of 
0.21 pitch to 0.1 pitch. This configuration reduces insertion loss and reflected retum light 
of the module. In addition, the 0.4 mm distance substantially reduces the limitation of the 
prior art regarding adjusting the position of the at least one optical fiber relative to the rod 
lens. 
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b. Patentability over Cited References 

Claim 1 as amended recites an optical module that includes, inter alia, an optical 
fiber that is separated fi-om the rod lens by a distance longer than about 0.4 mm, and a 
lens length optimized for the distance is in a range between 0.21 pitch and 0.1 pitch, the 
rod lens has end surfaces perpendicular to an optical axis. 

The Fukuzawa et al publication does not teach or suggest an optical fiber that is 
separated fi^om the rod lens by a distance longer than about 0.4 mm and a lens length 
optimized for the distance is in a range between 0.21 pitch and 0.1 pitch, where the rod 
lens has end surfaces perpendicular to an optical axis. Rather, the Fukuzawa et aL 
publication discloses an emitting end face of the optical fiber 15 and the main face of the 
lens 25 is equal to a focal distance (f) of the lens (paragraph 65). The Examiner indicates 
that the Fukuzawa et al publication discloses that the optical device 50 is arranged at 
predetermined position within 0.25% of the focal length of the lens (See page 5 of Office 
Action, referring to paragraph 43 of the appUcation). However, the Fukuzawa et al 
pubUcation does not disclose or suggest a distance between the optical fiber and the rod 
lens that is longer than about 0.4 mm at a lens length optimized for the distance in a range 
between 0.21 pitch and 0.1 pitch. Rather, Fukuzawa et al. teach a lens length between 
0.23 pitch to 0.25 pitch. (See, e.g., HI 71-73, 126 and the examples). 

Unlike Fukuzawa et al, the present configuration as defined in amended claim 1 
overcomes the limitations of the prior art by allowing for positional adjustment of the 
fiber relative to the rod lens. Moreover, this configuration yields a shortened lens length 
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and lower optical loss, well-known and ever-present goals in the optical communication 
field. Accordingly, claim 1 is clearly novel over Fukuzawa et al, and as such 
reconsideration and allowance of the same is respectfully requested. 

Claims 4-5 and 7-8 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 1, and are 
believed allowable for at least the reasons that claim 1 is believed to be allowable. 

Claim 9 as amended similarly to claim 1 is believed allowable for at least the 
reasons that claim 1 is beheved allowable. Reconsideration and allowance of claim 9 as 
amended is respectfully requested. 

Claims 12-13 depend either depend either directly or indirectly from claim 9, and 
are believed allowable for at least the reasons that claim 9 as amended is beheved 
allowable. 

4. New Claims 

New claims 14-21 depend either directly or indirectly from now allowable claim 
6, and are believed allowable for at least the same reasons that claim 6 is allowable. New 
claims 14-21 may include patentable subject matter in addition to that recited in claim 6. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the present amendments and above remarks, claims 1, 4-9, and 12-21 
are believed to be novel and non-obvious over the cited art and an indication to that effect 
is respectfully requested. 
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Should the Examiner have any questions or wish to discuss this case further for 
any reason, he is invited to contact the undersigned at the telephone number appearing 



No fee is believed due with this commimication. Yet, should the Examiner 
consider any other fees to be payable in conjunction with this or any further 
communication, the Commissioner is authorized to direct payment of such fees or credit 
any overpayment, to Deposit Accoimt 50-1 170. 



Dated: June 16. 2005 

BOYLE, FREDRICKSON, NEWHOLM, 

STEIN & GRATZ S.C. 

250 Plaza, Suite 1030 

250 East Wisconsin Avenue 

Milwaukee, WI 53202 

Telephone: (414) 225-9755 

Facsimile: (414) 225-9753 

Attorney Docket No. 693.008 



below. 
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